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Abstract: The direct and indirect relations between six types of prosocial behavior and physical aggression were
examined. Data were gathered from 252 college students (M age = 21.67 years; 184 women) who completed measures of sympathy, prosocial behavior, and physical aggression. Structural equation modeling revealed that sympathy fully mediated the relations between compliant prosocial behaviors and physical aggression, and partially mediated the relations between altruism and physical aggression and public prosocial behaviors and physical aggression.
The findings suggest that the relations between prosocial behaviors and aggression are complex and that prosocial
behavior should not be treated as a unitary construct.
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is considerable evidence for the existence of selflessly
motivated prosocial behaviors (e.g., Batson et al., 2002;
Eisenberg, 2003); though some support for egoistically
motivated prosocial behaviors has also been presented
(e.g., Cialdini et al., 1987). Because aggression is conceptualized as a selfishly motivated social behavior, further evidence that lends credence to the selflessly motivated argument is that some prior researchers have
shown negative relations between aggression and prosocial behaviors. However, the evidence on the relations
between aggression and prosocial behavior is not clear.
For example, scholars using cluster analyses have
shown that in certain groups of children, high levels of
prosocial behavior coexist with aggressiveness (Haapasalo et al., 2000; Pulkkinen and Tremblay, 1992). Researchers examining peer relationships have additionally reported that most children exhibit at least some level
of both prosocial and aggressive behaviors (Coie and
Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983). Aggressive children,
moreover, do not always exhibit discernible differences
in showing concern for or helping others when compared

Humans have the capacity to act both aggressively
and altruistically, and sometimes can engage in both behaviors simultaneously (Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986;
Zahn-Waxler et al., 1986). For example, witnessing a
person experience a distressing event might incite both
anger at the aggressor (fueling desires to aggress, or to
become hostile towards another) and sympathy for the
victim (fueling helping desires; Vitaglione and Barnett,
2003). This authentic concern for another’s plight, or altruism, is one motivator of prosocial behavior, which
can be defined as any behavior someone engages in that
benefits or helps another (Eisenberg, 2003; Zahn-Waxler
et al., 1986).
However, there is considerable research on whether
altruism is truly motivated by selfless motives. The crux
of this debate is whether prosocial behaviors are driven
by egoistic motives or whether they are driven by selfless motives (Batson, 1998). In addition, some scholars
have argued that some types of prosocial behaviors may
be egoistically motivated and other types may be selflessly motivated (e.g., Carlo and Randall, 2001). There
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to nonviolent peers. For example, Crick and Grotpeter
(1995) reported no mean differences in peer nominations
of prosocial behavior between relationally nonaggressive and aggressive children. These aggressive children
sometimes display a greater concern towards strangers
at younger ages because of their poorer impulse control
and emotion regulation (Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986;
Gill and Calkins, 2003; Hastings et al., 2000). However, Miller and Eisenberg (1988) in their meta-analysis reported overall negative relations between empathy and
externalizing or aggressive behavior.
Several investigators have furthermore theorized that
measures of prosocial and aggressive behaviors are orthogonal (Pulkkinen, 1984). Empirical research has
supported this notion. Caprara et al. (2001), for example, reported that the correlations between self, teacher,
and peer-reported prosocial and aggressive behavior at
seven different time points (from ages 7–13, inclusively) were generally nonsignificant. These constructs have
emerged as separate factors after conducting exploratory factor analyses (Crick and Grotpeter, 1995; Harris
et al., 1996) and seem to maintain their orthogonal nature after taking into account measurement unreliability, responder bias (a tendency to acquiesce) and general
level of social interaction (Krueger et al., 2001; RadkeYarrow et al., 1976).
Given that the existing literature suggests that prosocial and aggressive behaviors can co-exist and have little or no direct relation with each other, it makes sense
to contend they are not two sides of the same coin.
However, stating that prosocial and aggressive behavior have little or no influence on one another might be
a premature conclusion for two reasons. The first concerns how prosocial behavior has been defined in the
literature. Unlike aggression, when studying prosocial
behavior researchers have generally employed global measures (Carlo and Randall, 2002), although several scholars have recently begun to examine different
types and contexts of prosocial behavior as well as the
unique correlates of these measures (Boxer et al., 2004;
Eberly and Montemayor, 1998; Hawley, 2003a, 2003b;
Iannotti, 1985; Persson, 2005). Consequently, a critical
examination of different types of prosocial behavior in
conjunction with aggression might help to elucidate the
relations between these two behaviors.
A second reason to suggest that prosocial behavior and
aggression might be interrelated is that both constructs
are theoretically and empirically linked to empathy (i.e.
understanding another’s emotions and perspective) and
sympathy (i.e., feelings of concern or sorrow towards another; Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986; Hill, 2004; Miller
and Eisenberg, 1988; Strayer and Roberts, 2004). While
empathy and sympathy have been thought to be precursors to prosocial behavior, it is also plausible that being prosocial can make an individual more attentive and
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sensitive to the troubles of others. In turn, this increase
in feeling sorrow for another, or sympathy, might prevent the individual from engaging in aggressive behaviors (Bandura et al., 2001). Several researchers have furthermore agreed that engaging in prosocial behavior is
an important buffer that may protect against the development of aggressive or antisocial behavior in children
as they become older (Eron and Huesmann, 1984; Kuczynski and Kochanska, 1995; Haapasalo et al., 2000;
Hastings et al., 2000; Tremblay et al., 1992; Vitaro et al.,
1990). The present paper will thus examine the possibility that engaging in prosocial behavior has an indirect effect on physical aggression via sympathy.
Defining types of prosocial behavior
Many studies examining prosocial behavior implement
global assessments to capture this construct. Global assessments measure the likelihood of engaging in a prosocial behavior across situations and personal motivations.
At times, these global measures can include aspects of
a broader construct that subsumes prosocial behavior,
namely social competence. However, the usefulness of
global measures might be limited as subtypes of prosocial behaviors have unique correlates that are otherwise
masked when implementing such measures. Instead,
it might be beneficial to categorize prosocial behaviors
as either a product of the situation or personal motives
(Carlo and Randall, 2001). For example, Persson (2005)
observed three types of aggression and two motives of
observed prosocial behavior: altruistic and “acting out”
altruism, sometimes with an egocentric intention, over
the course of three years. While the measures of the altruistic motive were significantly and negatively related
to measures of reactive and proactive hostile aggression,
the more egocentric or “acting out” prosocial measures
were positively related to measures of reactive and proactive instrumental aggression (all correlations were
controlled for level of sociability). A situational measure,
prosocial helping at the request of others, was generally
not related to any measures of aggression.
Carlo and his colleagues (Carlo et al., 2003; Carlo and
Randall, 2001, 2002) have identified six types of prosocial behaviors based on either the situation or personal
motives: altruism (selfless helping, usually motivated by
sympathy), public (helping in front of an audience, usually motivated by wanting to gain approval, respect from
others, and self-worth), compliant (helping because it
has been requested by another), emotional (helping under emotionally evocative circumstances), dire (helping
in emergency situations), and anonymous (helping without the receiver knowing the identity of the helper).
The importance of identifying these different prosocial behaviors is demonstrated by the fact that each behavior is characterized by its unique relations with oth-
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er variables. Altruistic prosocial behaviors, for example,
have been found to be significantly and positively related to perspective taking, sympathy, and internalized
moral reasoning, whereas public prosocial behaviors
have been found to be significantly and negatively correlated with these same measures (Carlo et al., 2003).
Aggression has also been found to be negatively related
to altruistic prosocial behaviors and positively related
to prosocial behaviors that benefit the self (Carlo et al.,
2003; Persson, 2005). Compliant helping is another prosocial behavior that is positively related to perspective
taking, sympathy, and internalized moral reasoning and
negatively related to aggression, but these relations with
aggression have been less conclusive. This might be because, in contrast to altruism, compliant helping is not
motivated completely by selfless motives and instead
by the demands of the social situation (Eisenberg and
Miller, 1987). Thus, there might be different motives
for compliant prosocial behavior as compared to other
forms of prosocial behaviors.
Sympathy and prosocial behavior
As previously mentioned, mechanisms that can help explicate the relation between prosocial and aggressive behavior are empathy and sympathy (Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986). In its most nascent form, empathy occurs
when one experiences and understands another’s affective and cognitive state. Once the self becomes differentiated from others, empathy can manifest itself through
either personal distress or sympathetic distress (hereafter referred to as sympathy). Personal distress is characterized by a focus on relieving distress within the self
(egocentric responding) due to the negative emotions
one is vicariously experiencing with another. Sympathy, conversely, arises when one feels a true concern,
pity, or sorrow for another’s plight. Resulting from this
compassion is a shift in the focus of relieving distress
from the self to the victim. It is then sympathy that is
the more proximal precursor of altruistic tendencies
(Carlo and Randall, 2002; Hill, 2004; Hoffman, 1987).
In addition to sympathy, perspective taking has been regarded as another key component of prosocial responding; the cognitive ability to understand another’s affect,
thoughts, and even visual perspective has been positively related to helping behaviors (Eisenberg and Fabes,
1998). Elaborated role taking has been hypothesized to
lead to a deeper processing of empathic emotions which
can result in sympathetic or personal distress, depending
on person characteristics (e.g., ability to cope with emotions) as well as situational characteristics (e.g. feelings
towards the other person; Eisenberg et al., 1991).
While many theorists have conceptualized and validated sympathy to be an important precursor of prosocial behaviors (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998; Hoffman,
1987; Staub, 1986), it is conceivable to hypothesize
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that these relations are bidirectional in nature. In other
words, being prosocial might very well increase one’s
tendency to be sympathetic. Successfully helping another person, for example, can show someone that he or she
can be effective in relieving another’s distress. This realization might consequently shift focus away from the
self and instead towards others’ feelings and emotional
experiences. A shift in focus from the self to others has
also been linked to less aggression (Manning and Bear,
2002; Mussen and Eisenberg, 2001). Prosocial behavior has been demonstrated in the past to affect cognitive
components associated with aggression. For example,
Bandura et al. (2001) reported that prosocial behavior in
adolescent girls led to avoiding ruminating about events
which incite anger, and less ruminating in turn was predictive of engaging in fewer transgressive behaviors.
Empirical evidence supporting that prosocial behavior affects sympathy (and perspective taking) stems
from a study conducted by Eisenberg et al. (1999) Using a longitudinal design, it was found that spontaneous
sharing behavior observed at preschool age (4–5 years)
was significantly correlated with self-reported sympathy
at ages 13–14, 15–16, 17–18, and 19–20, significantly
correlated with self-reported sympathy and friend-reported sympathy at ages 21–22, and nearly significantly
correlated with friend-reported sympathy at ages 23–24.
It is notable that no other observed behavior (spontaneous helping, compliant sharing and compliant helping)
had any associations with sympathy. While the criteria
for spontaneous helping included acting without the request of another, this definition of helping involved offering something without any physical “cost” to the
child. Spontaneous sharing, conversely, was defined by
giving an item in one’s possession to another due to the
child’s own desire to share. Thus, only observations of
spontaneous sharing might have tapped into the selfless
nature of these preschoolers.
Sympathy and aggression
A tendency to feel sorry for someone else’s situation
might moreover attenuate the likelihood that one will
respond to a situation in an aggressive or antisocial
manner. Feshbach and Feshbach (1986) theorize that the
more affectively sympathetic an observer or instigator
of an aggressive act is, the more likely this person will
vicariously experience the painful consequences of this
aggressive act. This vicarious experience will in turn deter this person from engaging in the same aggressive act
in the future. In regards to the cognitive components of
sympathy, the more advanced one is in perspective-taking, the less likely this person will find him/herself in
aggressive conflicts stemming from misunderstandings.
Many researchers have reported negative relations
between sympathy and physical, verbal, and indirect
aggression and antisocial behavior (Carlo et al., 1998;
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Hughes et al., 2000; Kaukianen et al., 1999; Strayer
and Roberts, 2004). Research on intervention studies
which promote sympathy provides evidence that these
techniques are effective in decreasing aggressive behavior. For example, college-aged men, after watching
videotaped testimonials of other men who have committed rape, were more sympathetic and less relationally aggressive following the treatment (O’Donohue
et al., 2003). Programs using methods to teach children
how to be aware of other people’s feelings have also decreased aggressive behavior in the home and in school
(Frey et al., 2000; Webster-Stratton and Reid, 2003).
Gender and age
Gender socialization theorists have noted that, due to
gender specific socialization and experience, gender differences in prosocial and aggressive behaviors consolidate and emerge by adolescence (Maccoby and Jacklin,
1974). Scholars examining prosocial behaviors and aggression have also reported many gender differences in
these behaviors. Females tend to engage in more prosocial behaviors, show more perspective taking and be
more empathic, sympathetic, and nurturing than males,
whereas males have been found to be more physically
aggressive and engage more risky and instrumental forms
of prosocial behaviors (Eagly and Crowley, 1986; Eisenberg, 2003; Carlo et al., 1999; Carlo and Randall, 2002;
Knight et al., 1996; Ostrov and Keating, 2004). Gender
differences in aggression may be especially pronounced
in emotionally evocative situations (Knight et al., 2002).
However, it has also been suggested the reasons for these
differences in aggression may be a result of gender differences in empathy, perspective taking and sympathy.
Sympathy, for example, has been found to mediate the
relationship between gender and aggression (Carlo et al.,
1999). The present study examined gender differences in
six types of prosocial behaviors, sympathy, and physical aggression in addition to examining whether or not
the proposed model explaining the relation among these
measures would differ for men and women.
Cognitive developmental theorists have posited that
increases in adolescents’ moral reasoning, prosocial behaviors, and sympathy can be attributed to growths in
sociocognitive skills such as attentional processes and
perspective taking (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998). Moreover, with age comes increased opportunities to engage in prosocial acts, as well as life experience that
may provide one with the tools and abilities to help others. Scholars have accordingly found positive relations
among age and prosocial behavior, especially among
early to middle adolescents (but not into young adulthood) and there are reported age increases in sympathy
through young adulthood (Carlo et al., 1992; Eisenberg
and Fabes, 1998; Fabes et al., 1999). These sociocognitive advancements may help explain a trend towards
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less aggression into young adulthood (Coie and Dodge,
1998; Lahey et al., 2000). The present study also explored whether age is significantly related to prosocial
behavior, sympathy, and physical aggression in a sample of young adults.
Hypotheses
This study had two main goals: to examine how different
types of prosocial behaviors were related to physical aggression, and to examine whether or not the relations between prosocial behaviors and physical aggression were
mediated by sympathy. Based on prior research, altruism
was expected to be significantly and negatively related to
physical aggression, and public prosocial behavior was expected to be significantly and positively related to physical
aggression. Because prior research has been mixed in regards to the relation between compliant prosocial behavior and physical aggression, it is unknown whether or not
these two behaviors will be related. Furthermore, due to
lack of prior research, no a priori hypotheses were made on
the relations between dire, emotional, and anonymous prosocial behaviors and physical aggression.
Based on theory and empirical research, it was also
hypothesized that altruism and compliant, dire, emotional, and anonymous prosocial behaviors will be significantly and positively related to sympathy. In contrast, since public prosocial behaviors are focused on
benefiting the self, these behaviors were expected to be
significantly and negatively related to sympathy. Additionally, sympathy will be significantly and negatively
related to physical aggression.
To directly examine the mediating role of sympathy on
the relations between prosocial behaviors and physical
aggression, structural equation modeling analyses were
conducted. Because sympathy and selfish motives define
altruism and public prosocial behaviors, respectively, it
was expected that a direct path between both altruism
and public prosocial behaviors and physical aggression
would exist. Additionally, an indirect path via sympathy
is also expected to be found. However, due to lack of
prior research, mediation analyses for compliant, dire,
emotional, and anonymous prosocial behaviors would
be conducted only if these prosocial behaviors were significantly related to physical aggression and sympathy.
Because of theory and prior empirical evidence, gender differences were also anticipated. Women were expected to engage in more altruism and compliant, dire,
emotional and anonymous prosocial behaviors and be
more sympathetic than men, while men were expected
to be more physically aggressive and engage in more
public prosocial behaviors than women. However, while
gender disparities were expected on these measures, the
path models proposed examining these three constructs
may be gender-invariant given that sympathy has been
found to mediate the relationship between gender and
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aggression in previous studies. Finally, based on the prior empirical evidence, older individuals were expected to report more sympathy than younger individuals;
however, given the lack of prior evidence, no a priori
hypotheses were made regarding age differences in the
different types of prosocial behaviors and physical aggression in young adulthood.
Methods
Participants and procedure
Participants were 252 college students (68 males, 184
females; M age=21.67 years, SD =3.35) who were recruited from the subject pool at a Pacific-coast state
university. All were enrolled in Introductory Psychology courses. A slight majority of the sample was White
(37%), while 35% was Asian/Middle Eastern, 18% was
Hispanic, 3% was Black, and 8% was classified as “other.” Mothers’ educational status included elementary/
junior high (10%), high school (13%), some college/2year college (30%), 4-year college (25%), and postgraduate studies (23%). Fathers’ educational status included
elementary/junior high (6.5%), high school (13%), some
college/2 year college (24%), 4-year college (22%), and
postgraduate studies (34%). A survey packet including the Davis Interpersonal Reactivity Index, the Prosocial Tendencies Measure, the Suppression of Aggression subscale of the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory,
and three behavioral fighting items was administered by
the researchers to the participants in a large classroom.
The participants took approximately 45 minutes to complete the survey packet. Upon completion, the participants were given course credit, debriefed, and thanked
for their participation.
Measures
Sympathy
Students completed the empathic concern and perspective taking subscales from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983). Both the empathic concern subscale (Cronbach’s α=.76; sample item: “I often have
tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate
than me”) and the perspective taking scale (Cronbach’s
α=.78; sample item: “I sometimes find it difficult to see
things from the ‘other person’s’ point of view”) consisted of seven items. Items were rated on a five-point
scale ranging from “does not describe me” to “describes
me very well.” Adequate reliability and validity for this
measure has been reported elsewhere (e.g. Davis and
Franzoi, 1991; Laible et al., 2000). Because perspective
taking and empathic concern are theoretically and empirically related (Davis, 1983; Eisenberg, 1986) and because preliminary analysis indicated that the two scales
were significantly correlated, r(250) = .53, p < .001, the
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two scales were averaged to form an overall sympathy
scale (14 items; Cronbach’s α=.85).
Prosocial Tendencies Measure (PTM)
Additionally, students completed a 22-item version (one
item was inadvertently left off) of the PTM, composed
of 6 subscales: altruism (4 items, Cronbach’s α =.60),
public (4 items, Cronbach’s α =.87), emotional (4 items,
Cronbach’s α =.81), dire (3 items, Cronbach’s α =.70),
anonymous (5 items, Cronbach’s α =.82) and compliant
(2 items, Cronbach’s α=.81). Participants were asked
to rate the extent to which statements (sample items: “I
tend to help people who are hurt badly”, “Helping others when I am in the spotlight is when I work best”) described themselves on a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(does not describe me at all) to 5 (describes me greatly).
Although the reliability of the subscales is moderate to
strong, the PTM has been found to have adequate reliability and validity in prior samples (Carlo and Randall,
2002; Carlo et al., 2003; Hardy and Carlo, 2005).
Physical aggression
To assess both trait and state physical aggression, participants completed the Suppression of Aggression subscale of the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory (Weinberger, 1991) and three behavioral fighting items (one
fighting item was later dropped due to extremely low
variability). The Suppression of Aggression subscale of
the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory was a five-item
scale designed to assess aggressive behaviors (sample
item “If someone tries to hurt me, I make sure I get even
with them”) on a five point scale (1 = does not describe
me well through 5= describe me very well). The behavioral items included: “During the past year, how many
times were you in a physical fight in which no weapons
were present?” (M = 1.13, SD = .51, ordered categories with a range from 1 to 4) and “During the past year,
how many times did you provoke a physical fight?” (M
= 1.11, SD =.43, ordered categories with a range from 1
to 5). Both the Suppression of Aggression scale (Cronbach’s α = .82) and the two fighting items (Cronbach’s α
= .88) were converted to z-scores and averaged to form
a seven-item index of physical aggression (Cronbach’s
α = .79). Weinberger and colleagues have reported adequate validity and reliability for the Suppression of Aggression subscale in college samples (Weinberger, 1995;
Weinberger and Gomes, 1995).
Results
Preliminary confirmatory factor analyses
A preliminary confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine the psychometric properties of the PTM.
All factor loadings and path coefficients presented are
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standardized values. To determine if model parameters
were statistically significant, significance levels of .05
were used. Prior to all other analyses, a CFA was conducted in order to determine the factorial validity of the
six PTM latent variables. This model fit well according
to descriptive fit indices, χ2 (194, N = 252) = 344.64, p
< .01, CFI = .93, SRMR = .06 (Hu and Bentler, 1999).
The factor loadings for all six factors and item names
can be found in Table 1. These loadings, with the exception of one item that weakly loaded onto the altruism
factor (recognition), were large and positive.
Univariate statistics and correlations
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among sympathy, physical aggression, and the six factors of the PTM
(created by using factor loadings obtained from the preliminary CFA of these factors) can be found in Table 2.
Sympathy was significantly and positively correlated to
altruism and compliant, emotional, dire, and anonymous
prosocial behaviors and significantly and negatively correlated to public prosocial behaviors and physical aggression. Physical aggression was significantly and positively
correlated to public prosocial behaviors and significantly and negatively correlated to altruism and compliant
prosocial behaviors. Altruism was significantly and positively correlated with compliant prosocial behaviors
and significantly and negatively correlated with the public prosocial behaviors. Compliant, emotional, dire, and
anonymous prosocial behaviors were all significantly and
positively correlated with one another.
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Tests of gender and age differences in social behaviors
To examine anticipated gender differences, t-tests were
conducted. Results (using a Bonferonni correction)
showed that there were significant gender differences
among the variables. Men had a lower mean sympathy score than women (men M = 3.44, SD = .46, women M = 3.87, SD = .86), t(250 )= −5.44, p < .001. Additionally, men had a higher physical aggression score
than women (men M = .40, SD =.86, women M =
−.14, SD = .51), t(250) = 6.07, p < .001. Gender differences were found for three types of prosocial behaviors. Men had a higher mean score than women for
public prosocial behaviors (men M = 7.63, SD =3.05,
women M = 6.25, SD =2.62), t(246) = 3.54, p < .001.
Men had a lower mean score than women on altruism
(men M = 8.26, SD = 1.69, female M = 8.91, SD =
1.70), t(244) = −2.655, p < .01, and compliant prosocial behaviors (men M = 5.53, SD = 1.43, female M =
6.33, SD = 1.64), t(249) = −3.529, p < .01. Men tended to have lower mean scores than women on emotional prosocial behaviors (men M = 10.53, SD = 2.35, female M = 11.51, SD = 2.75), but this difference was
marginally significant, t(246) = −2.58, p < .05. Zeroorder correlations were also conducted in order to examine the relations among age and the six types of
prosocial behavior, sympathy, and physical aggression.
Age was not significantly correlated with any of these
social behaviors.

Two Sides of the Same Coin? Prosocial and Physically Aggressive Behaviors

7

Structural equation modeling analyses

Multigroup analyses

Once the six latent variables were established, a model examining the mediation of sympathy between each
latent prosocial variable that was significantly correlated with sympathy and physical aggression (altruism,
compliant, public) and the observed physical aggression
variable was tested by constructing direct paths from (a)
each prosocial behavior to the observed sympathy variable and (b) from the observed sympathy variable to the
observed physical aggression variable.
The altruism model (see Fig. 1) had adequate fit, χ2(8,
N = 252) = 10.55, p = .23, CFI = .99, SRMR = .03. This
model had a significant and positive path from altruism
to sympathy (R 2 = .163) and a significant and negative
path from sympathy to physical aggression. Additionally, the direct path from altruism to physical aggression
(R 2 =.272) was significant and negative. The compliant
model (see Fig. 2) had adequate fit, χ2(1, N = 252) =
.04, p = .84, CFI=1.00, SRMR < .01. Similar to the altruism model, this model had a significant and positive
path from compliant prosocial behavior to sympathy (R2
= .270) and a significant and negative path from sympathy to physical aggression. However, the direct path
between the compliant prosocial behavior and physical
aggression (R2 = .202) was nonsignificant. Finally, the
public model (see Fig. 3) also had adequate fit, χ 2(8, N
= 252) = 23.92, p < .05, CFI = .97, SRMR = .03. Unlike first two models, this model had a significant and
negative path from public prosocial behavior to sympathy (R2 = .112) in addition to a significant and negative
path from sympathy to physical aggression. The direct
path from public prosocial behavior to physical aggression (R2 = .215) was significant and positive.

Multigroup analyses for gender were performed to examine whether or not constraining the three regression coefficients would yield a significant drop in χ2 in
each of the three models (altruism, compliant, public)
tested. A significant drop in χ2 from the full to the reduced model would suggest significantly worse fit for
the reduced model, or the model where the regression
coefficients have been constrained to be equal for men
and women. The multigroup results for altruism model (Δχ2(3) = 7.60, p = .06), the compliant model (Δχ2(3)
= 5.85, p = .12), and the public model (Δχ2(3) = 7.11, p
= .07) showed that the χ2 difference test approached, but
did not reach significance. Since the regression coefficients for all three models were found to be invariant for
males and females, mediation tests were performed only
on the full-group models.
Tests of mediation
Standard errors for all significance tests of indirect effects were computed using the bootstrap procedure implemented in Mplus 3.10 (MacKinnon et al., 2002). Results showed that the 95% confidence intervals for the
standard error estimates of the indirect effects fell outside of zero for the altruism (−.133, −.039), compliant
(−.258, −.108), and public (.032, .143) models. Since
each confidence interval fell outside of zero, sympathy
was therefore a significant mediator of the relation between prosocial behavior and physical aggression for all
three models tested.
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In order to statistically control for social desirability,
a shortened ten-item version of a measure of social desirability (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964; Cronbach’s alpha was .59 after deleting one low loading item) was
also administered. When social desirability was included as a covariate in the mediation analyses, the results
were virtually identical in all three models except the direct path between public prosocial behavior and physical aggression became nonsignificant in the public model. Sympathy remained a significant mediator for all
three models tested.
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Discussion
This study had two main goals: to examine how different types of prosocial behaviors were related to physical
aggression, and to examine whether or not the relations
between prosocial behaviors and physical aggression
were mediated by sympathy. Altruism and compliant
and public prosocial behaviors were related to physical
aggression in expected directions; altruism and compliant prosocial behaviors were negatively related to physical aggression, while the public prosocial behaviors
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were positively related to physical aggression. As expected, results showed that sympathy was negatively correlated with public prosocial behaviors and positively correlated with the other five types of prosocial behaviors
(altruism, compliant, dire, emotional and anonymous).
In turn, sympathy was negatively correlated with physical aggression. Results from the mediation analyses conducted showed that sympathy partially mediated the relation between altruism and physical aggression, as well as
between public prosocial behaviors and physical aggression. Sympathy fully mediated the relation between compliant prosocial behaviors and physical aggression.
Consistent with previous research, sympathy was
positively related to altruism and compliant, dire, emotional, and anonymous prosocial behaviors and negatively related to public prosocial behaviors (Carlo
and Randall, 2002; Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998; Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986; Miller and Eisenberg, 1988).
Scholars have noted that sympathy is a primary motive
for prosocial behavior, especially prosocial behaviors
that consider the perspective of needy others and are
linked to strong internalized moral principles (e.g. Hoffman, 1987). Because altruism and compliant, dire, emotional, and anonymous prosocial behaviors frequently
evoke cues of distress and need, and because strong internalized moral principles are relevant (particularly for
altruism) to these types of prosocial behaviors, it was
not surprising that sympathy was related positively to
these prosocial behaviors. In contrast, the negative association between sympathy and public prosocial behavior
reflects the notion that public prosocial behavior might
be primarily motivated by the need to gain the approval
of others–a more self-enhancing motivated form of prosocial behavior (Carlo and Randall, 2002). Moreover,
sympathy and physical aggression had a strong negative relation with each other, giving support to the theory that the ability to vicariously experience another’s
suffering reduces the likelihood to engage in aggressive
acts (Feshbach and Feshbach, 1986). This finding was
consistent with previous empirical findings regarding
sympathy and physical aggression (Carlo et al., 1998;
O’Donohue et al., 2003).
When the six types of prosocial behaviors of the
PTM were examined, only two had significant and negative relations with physical aggression: altruism and
compliant prosocial behaviors. It was expected that altruism would have a negative relation with physical aggression due to the notion that altruism is characterized
by strong, selflessly-oriented motives as well as previous empirical research. However, while sympathy mediated this relationship, altruism still had a direct negative relation with aggression. This finding is consistent
with the notion that altruistic acts are motivated by a
prosocial personality or internalized values in addition
to sympathy. Thus, it is not always necessary that a per-
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son vicariously feels the pain of another or understands
the perspective of a person in need for altruistic helping
to occur (Eisenberg and Miller, 1987; Staub, 2005).
Contrary to the finding concerning altruism, the direct relation between the compliant prosocial behavior
and physical aggression did not remain significant once
sympathy was included as a mediator. Because compliant prosocial behavior was not theorized to be related to
sympathy (Carlo and Randall, 2002) and that previous
research has suggested that compliant prosocial behaviors are not related to sympathy (Eisenberg et al., 1999),
this relation between compliant prosocial behaviors and
physical aggression warrants further attention. Similar to
the present finding, Carlo et al. (2003) reported a significant and negative relation between compliant prosocial
behaviors and aggression in early adolescence. However, this same relation was nonsignificant in middle adolescence. One potential reason for finding these different
relations between compliant prosocial behavior and aggression over time may be the nature of the relationship
the helper has with the requester. Several researchers
have suggested that the nature of this relationship has an
impact on helping behavior. For example, Staub (1986)
theorized that the more a person engages in helpful behaviors, the more likely that person will see him or herself as prosocial, but only when the requester is not coercive. Eisenberg et al. (1985) reported that there was
a different rationale for helping when a peer versus an
adult requested help in their study of compliant behaviors with preschoolers. Helping peers was dependent on
whether or not the child liked the peer, whereas helping
adults was justified with the fact that the adult was an
authority figure, and the child would be punished if he
or she did not comply with the request. Finally, a child’s
willing compliance with a parent appears to be dependent on the reciprocal nature of the relationship. Characteristics of reciprocal relationships include whether the
parent is responsive to a child’s needs, whether the child
comes to expect that his or her parent will be responsive to these needs, and whether both the parent and the
child take pleasure when interacting with one another
(Grusec et al., 2000; Kochanska, 1997; Kochanska and
Aksan, 1995; Parpal and Maccoby, 1985). One explanation for the current finding might then be that collegeaged young adults increasingly help out with requests as
their obligations to mentors, peers, and their own families become more important to them.
Mediation analyses also revealed that, consistent
with the correlational findings, public prosocial behaviors were negatively related with sympathy, and sympathy in turn was negatively related to physical aggression.
However, inspection of the direct relations between public prosocial behaviors and physical aggression revealed
that the two behaviors had a significant and positive relation after taking the mediating effects of sympathy
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into account. This finding is consistent with the hypothesis and the empirical work of Persson (2005) who found
that selfish prosocial acts were positively related to concurrent and future measures of hostile aggressive behavior. However, given the contemporaneous nature of this
study, it is not known whether (or how) helping publicly
contributes to the development of physically aggressive
behavior in addition to its negative relation with sympathy, or whether this type of prosocial behavior is instead
the by-product of socialization that also promotes physically aggressive behavior.
Consistent with previous research, dire, emotional,
and anonymous prosocial behaviors had no significant
relations with physical aggression (Carlo et al., 2003).
Consequently, no mediation tests were conducted. It is
possible that engaging in these behaviors is not related to
physical aggression due to the unique nature of these behaviors. A person who helps under emotionally evocative
circumstances or in emergency situations is not necessarily a person who is nonaggressive; the cues of distress
and need are clear and strong, consequently overriding
individual differences in prosocial behaviors. This explanation is consistent with Snyder and Ickes’ (1985) contention that “strong” situation contexts pull for specific
behaviors; thus, attenuating individual differences. With
regards to anonymous helping, this behavior might not
be related to physical aggression because, unlike physical aggression, this type of helping does not directly involve interacting with another person.
As expected, gender differences were found in sympathy, prosocial behaviors, and physical aggression.
Consistent with prior research, women were more sympathetic and engaged in more altruistic, compliant, and
emotional prosocial behaviors, whereas men were more
physically aggressive and engaged in more public prosocial behaviors (Eagly and Crowley, 1986; Eisenberg, 2003; Carlo et al., 1999; Carlo and Randall, 2002;
Knight et al., 1996; Ostrov and Keating, 2004). However, group analyses did not indicate significant differences in the model paths for men and women. Because
it has been suggested that differences in aggression
might be a result of gender differences in sympathy,
and that sympathy has been found to mediate the relation between gender and aggression (Carlo et al., 1999),
this is not a surprising finding. Following this notion, it
might be the case that the gender differences found in
sympathy also explain the differences found between
males and females on the public, altruistic, compliant,
and emotional PTM subscales. It is interesting that other
gender differences were not found on the dire and anonymous PTM subscales; perhaps other variables are just
as important as, or are more important than sympathy
when explaining why someone helps in emergency situations or helps without the knowledge of others. Fu-

McGinley & Carlo in Journal of Youth & Adolescence (2006)

ture research should keep in mind that encouraging the
development of sympathy alone might not be enough to
effectively increase the number of prosocial behaviors
someone engages in, depending on the type of prosocial
behavior being measured.
As stated earlier, strong interpretation of the results
from the path analysis is not warranted, especially because the measures from this sample were collected
concurrently. Because sympathy is a well-established
precursor to prosocial behaviors according to many
theorists (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1998; Hoffman, 1987;
Staub, 1986), it is plausible that an alternative model using sympathy as a predictor of prosocial behavior, which
in turn predicts physical aggression, would also explain the data. However, given that an alternative model would fit the data just as well, and that both models
are supported by theory and empirical research, there is
no way to discern the specific direction of causality. Understanding which model explains the data best would
require future research utilizing longitudinal measures
of sympathy, prosocial behavior, and aggression. Other research (Persson, 2005) suggests that such an investigation would be worthwhile. Persson found that (after controlling for level of sociability) altruistic acts in
the first year of observing preschoolers were related to
aggression in years two and three, and altruistic acts in
year two were related to aggression in year three. Selfish helpful acts at year one were also related to year two
aggression. However, only concurrent measures of compliant helpful acts and aggression at year three yielded
a significant correlation, again suggesting that this construct warrants further attention.
While the focus of this paper was on distinguishing
unique types of prosocial behavior from one another,
only one type of aggression was studied: physical aggression. How these prosocial behaviors would differentially relate to verbal or relational aggression is a question yet to be addressed by current research. Persson
(2005) did distinguish between three types of aggressive
behavior in her observation of preschoolers: reactive aggression, proactive instrumental aggression, and proactive hostile aggression. Each type of aggression was
unique in terms of its correlates. For example, proactive
instrumental aggression was generally not related to altruism, whereas reactive and proactive hostile aggression had significant correlations with altruism. Thus, a
more complete picture of how prosocial behavior and
aggression relate must include different measures of aggression. Another concern is the reliance on self report
measures of the constructs, making the findings prone
to shared method variance. It would be desirable to replicate present findings with multiple methods and/or reporters. Finally, although the sample used in this study
was heterogeneous in terms of ethnicity, it was relative-
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ly limited in level of education, age, gender, and family background. Future studies should focus on examining a more diverse population in order to more fully
understand the relation between aggression and prosocial behavior.
While the present study comes with several caveats,
the findings suggest that the relation between prosocial
behavior and physical aggression is dependent on the
specific form of prosocial behavior. Consequently, it is
important to consider the potential unique developmental trajectories of different forms of prosocial behaviors and the ongoing interplay between prosocial behaviors and physical aggression. For example, the results of
this study suggest that program developers need to focus on how to promote altruism as its negative relation
with physical aggression remained strong in light of the
mediating effects of sympathy. Moreover, promoting
compliant prosocial behavior might also be effective as
the findings of the present study indicated that helping
at the request of others does tend to promote sympathy,
which in turn was related to less physical aggression. At
the same time, actively discouraging young adults from
participating in public prosocial behaviors may also promote more sympathy and less aggression. Finally, given
that selfless forms of prosocial behavior were negatively related to physical aggression and that selfish forms
of prosocial behavior were positively related to physical aggression, the present findings support the notion
that not all forms of prosocial behavior are motivated by
egoistical drives.
Acknowledgements: This research has been sponsored
by grants from the Office of the Research Council, Institute for Ethnic Studies, and a Human Rights and Human Diversity Grant-In-Aid awarded to Gustavo Carlo
and Marcela Raffaelli. The authors would like to thank
Scott Roesch for his assistance in the data collection and
Craig Enders for his input on the data analysis.
References
Bandura A, Caprara GV, Barbaranelli C, Pastorelli C, Regalia C
(2001) Sociocognitive self-regulatory mechanisms governing transgressive behavior. J Pers Soc Psychol 80:125–135
Batson CD (1998) Altruism and prosocial behavior. In Gilbert DT,
Fiske ST, Lindzey G (eds) Handbook of Social Psychology:
Vol 2 (4th ed., pp. 282–316). McGraw Hill, New York
Batson CD, Ahmad N, Tsang J (2002) Four motives for community involvement. J Soc Issues 58:429–445
Boxer P, Tisak MS, Goldstein SE (2004) Is it bad to be good? An
exploration of aggressive and prosocial behavior subtypes in
adolescence. J Youth Adolesc 33:91–100
Caprara GV, Barbaranelli C, Pastorelli C (2001) Prosocial behavior and aggression in childhood and pre-adolescence. In Bo-

11

hart AC, Stipek DJ (eds) Constructive & Destructive Behavior: Implications for family, school, & society (pp. 187–203).
American Psychological Association, Washington, DC
Carlo G, Eisenberg N, Knight GP (1992) An objective measure
of adolescents’ prosocial moral reasoning. J Res Adolesc
2:331–349
Carlo G, Hausmann A, Christiansen S, Randall BA (2003) Sociocognitive and behavioral correlates of a measure of prosocial
tendencies for adolescents. J Early Adolesc 23:107–134
Carlo G, Raffaelli M, Laible DJ, Meyer KA (1999) Why are girls
less physically aggressive than boys? Personality and parenting mediators of physical aggression. Sex Roles 40:711–729
Carlo G, Randall BA (2001) Are all prosocial behaviors equal?
A socioecological developmental conception of prosocial
behavior. In Columbus F (ed) Advances in psychology research, vol. III (pp 151–170). Nova Science, Hauppauge,
NY
Carlo G, Randall BA (2002) The development of a measure of
prosocial behaviors for late adolescents. J Youth Adolesc
31:31–44
Carlo G, Roesch SC, Melby J (1998) The multiplicative relations
of parenting and temperament to prosocial and antisocial behaviors in adolescence. J Early Adolesc 18:266–290
Cialdini RB, Schller M, Houlohan D, Arps K, Fultz J, Eaman AL
(1987) Empathy-based helping: Is it selflessly or selfishly
motivated? J Pers Soc Psychol 52:749–758
Coie J, Dodge KA (1998) Aggression and antisocial behavior. In
Damon W (Series ed), Eisenberg N (Vol. ed), Handbook of
child psychology, Vol. 3. Social emotional and personality
development (5th ed., pp. 779–862). New York: Wiley
Coie J, Kupersmidt JB (1983) A behavioral analysis of emerging
social status in boys’ groups. Child Dev 54:1400–1416
Crick NR, Grotpeter JK (1995) Relational aggression, gender, and
social-psychological adjustment. Child Dev 66:710–722
Crowne DP Marlowe D (1964) The approval motive. Wiley, New
York
Davis MH (1983) Measuring individual differences in empathy:
Evidence for a multidimensional approach. J Pers Soc Psychol 44:113–126
Davis MH, Franzoi SL (1991) Stability and change in adolescent
self-consciousness and empathy. J Res Pers 25:70–87
Dodge KA (1983) Behavioral antecedents of peer social status.
Child Dev. 54:1386–1399
Eagly AH, Crowley M (1986) Gender and helping behavior: A
meta-analytic review of the social psychological literature.
Psychol Bull 100:283–308
Eberly MB Montemayor R (1998) Doing good deeds: An examination of adolescent prosocial behavior in the context of parent-adolescent relationships. J Adolesc Res 13:403–432
Eisenberg N (1986) Altruistic emotion, cognition, and behavior.
Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ
Eisenberg N (2003) Prosocial behavior, empathy, and sympathy.
In Bornstein MH, Davidson L, Keyes CLM, Moore KA (eds)
Well-being: Positive development across the life course (pp.
253–265). Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ
Eisenberg N, Fabes RA (1998) Prosocial development. In Damon
W (Series ed) & Eisenberg N (Vol. ed), Handbook of child
psychology, Vol. 3. Social emotional and personality development (5th ed., pp. 701–778). New York: Wiley

12
Eisenberg N, Guthrie IK, Murphy BC, Shepard SA, Cumberland
A, Carlo G (1999) Consistency and development of prosocial
dispositions: A longitudinal study. Child Dev 70:1360–1372
Eisenberg N, Lundy T, Shell R, Roth K (1985) Children’s justifications for their adult and peer-directed compliant (prosocial
and nonprosocial) behaviors. Deve Psychol 21:325–331
Eisenberg N, Miller PA (1987) The relation of empathy to prosocial and related behaviors. Psycholo Bull 101:91–119
Eisenberg N, Shea CL, Carlo G, Knight GP (1991) Empathy-related responding and cognition: A “Chicken and the Egg”
dilemma. In Kurtines WM, Gewirtz JL (eds) Handbook of
Moral Behavior and Development (pp. 63–88). Erlbaum,
Hillsdale, NJ
Eron LD, Huesmann LR (1984) The relation of prosocial behavior to the development of aggression and psychopathology.
Aggressive Behav 10:201–211
Fabes RA, Carlo G, Kupanoff K, Laible D (1999) Early adolescence and prosocial/moral behavior. 1. The role of individual
processes. J Early Adolesc 198:5–16
Feshbach S, Feshbach ND (1986) Aggression and altruism: A personality perspective. In Zahn-Waxler C, Cummings EM, Iannotti R (eds) Altruism and aggression: Biological and social
origins (pp. 135–164). Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA
Frey KS, Hirschstein MK, Guzzo BA (2000) Second Step: Preventing aggression by promoting social competence. J Emotional Behav Disord 8:102–112
Gill KL, Calkins SD (2003) Do aggressive/destructive toddlers
lack concern for others? Behavioral and physiological indicators of empathic responding in 2-year-old children. Dev
Psychopathol 15:55–71
Grusec JE, Goodnow JJ, Cohen L (1996) Household work
and the development of concern for others. Dev Psychol
32:999–1007
Grusec JE, Goodnow JJ, Kuczynski L (2000) New directions in
analyses of parenting contributions to children’s acquisition
of values. Child Dev 71:205–211
Haapasalo J, Tremblay RE, Boulerice B, Vitaro F (2000) Relative advantages of person- and variable-based approaches
for predicting problem behaviors from kindergarten assessments. J Quant Criminol 16:145–168
Hardy SA (2005) Religiosity and prosocial behaviors in adolescence: The mediating role of prosocial values. J Moral Edu
34:231–249.
Harris JA, Rushton JP, Hampson E, Jackson DN (1996) Salivary
testosterone and self-report aggressive and pro-social personality characteristics in men and women. Aggressive Behav 22:321–331

McGinley & Carlo in Journal of Youth & Adolescence (2006)
Hoffman ML (1987) The contribution of empathy to justice and
moral judgment. In Eisenberg N, Strayer J (eds) Empathy and its development (pp. 47–80). Cambridge University Press, New York
Hu L, Bentler PM (1999) Cutoff criteria for fit indices in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Model An Interdisciplinary Journal 6:1–55
Hughes C, White A, Sharpen J, Dunn J (2000) Antisocial, angry,
and unsympathetic: “Hard-to-manage” preschoolers’ peer
problems and possible cognitive influences. J Child Psychol
Psychiatr 41:169–179
Iannotti RJ (1985) Naturalistic and structured assessments of prosocial behavior in preschool children: The influence of empathy and perspective taking. Dev Psycholo 21:46–55
Kaukianen A, Björkqvist K, Lagerspetz K, Österman K, Salmivalli C, Rothberg S, et al. (1999) The relationships between social intelligence, empathy, and three types of aggression. Aggressive Behav 25:81–89
Knight GP, Fabes RA, Higgins DA (1996) Concerns about drawing causal inferences from meta-analyses: An example in
the study of gender differences in aggression. Psycholo Bull
119:410–421
Kochanska G (1997) Mutually responsive orientation between
mothers and their young children: Implications for early socialization. Child Dev 68:94–112
Kochanska G, Aksan N (1995) Mother-child mutually positive affect, the quality of child compliance to requests and prohibitions, and maternal control as correlates of early internalization. Child Development 66:236–254
Krueger RF, Hicks BM, McGue M (2001) Altruism and antisocial
behavior: Independent tendencies, unique personality correlates, distinct etiologies. Psycholo Sci 12:397–402
Lahey BB, Schwab-Stone M, Goodman SH, Waldman ID, Canino
G, Rathouz PJ, et al. (2000) Age and gender differences in
oppositional behavior and conduct problems: A cross-sectional household study of middle childhood and adolescence.
J Abnorm Psychol 109:488–503
Laible DJ, Carlo G, Raffaelli M (2000) The differential relations
of parent and peer attachment to adolescent adjustment. J
Youth Adolesc 29:45–59
Maccoby EE, Jacklin CN (1974) The psychology of sex differences. Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA
MacKinnon DP, Lockwood CM, Hoffman JM, West SG, Sheets V
(2002) A comparison of methods to test mediation and other
intervening variable effects. Psychol Methods 7:83–104
Manning MA, Bear GG (2002) Are children’s concerns about
punishment related to their aggression? J Sch Psychol
40:523–539

Hastings PD, Zahn-Waxler C, Robinson J, Usher B, Bridges D
(2000) The development of concern for others in children
with behavior problems. Dev Psycholo 36:531–546

Miller PA, Eisenberg N (1988) The relation of empathy to aggressive and externalizing/ antisocial behavior. Psychol Bull
103:324–344

Hawley PH (2003a). Prosocial and coercive configurations of resource control in early adolescence: A case for the well-adapted machiavellian. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly 49:279–309

Mussen P, Eisenberg N (2001) Prosocial development in context. In Bohart AC, Stipek DJ (eds) Constructive & destructive behavior: Implications for family, school, & society (pp.
103–126). American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C.

Hawley PH (2003b). Strategies of control, aggression and morality in preschoolers: An evolutionary perspective. J Exp Child
Psychol 85:213–235
Hill CE (2004) Helping skills: Facilitating exploration, insight,
and action (2nd ed.). American Psychological Association,
Washington, DC

O’Donohue W, Yeater EA, Fanetti M (2003) Rape prevention with
college males: The roles of rape myth acceptance, victim
empathy, and outcome expectancies. Journal of Interpersonal Violence 18:513–531

Two Sides of the Same Coin? Prosocial and Physically Aggressive Behaviors
Ostrov JM, Keating CF (2004) Gender differences in preschool
aggression during free play and structured interactions: An
observational study. Soc Dev 13:255–277
Parpal M, Maccoby EE (1985) Maternal responsiveness and subsequent child compliance. Child Dev 56:1326–1334
Persson GEB (2005) Developmental perspectives on prosocial
and aggressive motives in preschoolers’ peer interactions. Int
J Behav Dev 29:80–91
Pulkkinen L (1984) The inhibition and control of aggression. Aggressive Behav 10:221–225
Pulkkinen L, Tremblay RE (1992) Patterns of boys’ social adjustment in two cultures and at different ages: A longitudinal
perspective. Int J Behav Dev. 15:527–553
Radke-Yarrow M, Zahn-Waxler C, Barrett D, Darby J, King R,
Pickett M, Smith J (1976) Dimensions and correlates of prosocial behavior in young behavior. Child Dev. 47:118–125
Snyder M, Ickes W (1985) Personality and social behavior. In
Lindzey G, Aronson E (eds) Handbook of social psychology: vol. 2 (3rd ed., pp. 883–947). Random House, New York
Staub E (1986) A conception of the determinants and development of altruism and aggression: Motives, the self, and the
environment. In Zahn-Waxler C, Cummings EM, Iannotti R
(eds) Altruism and aggression: Biological and social origins.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA, pp 135–164
Staub E (2005) The roots of goodness: The fulfillment of basic
human needs and the development of caring, helping in nonaggression, inclusive caring, moral courage, active bystandership, and altruism born of suffering. In Carlo G, Edwards
CP (eds) 51st Annual Symposium on Motivation: Moral development across the lifespan. University of Nebraska Press,
Lincoln, NE

13

Strayer J, Roberts W (2004) Empathy and observed anger and aggression in five-year-olds. Soc. Dev. 13:1–13
Tremblay RE, Vitaro F, Gagnon C, Piché C, Royer N (1992) A
prosocial scale for the Preschool Behaviour Questionnaire:
Concurrent and predictive correlates. Int. J. Behav. Dev.
15:227–245
Vitaglione GD, Barnett MA (2003) Assessing a new dimension of
empathy: Empathic anger as a predictor of helping and punishing desires. Motivation & Emotion 27:301–324
Vitaro F, Gagnon C, Tremblay RE (1990) Predicting stable peer
rejection from kindergarten to grade one. J Clin Child Psychol 19:257–264
Webster-Stratton C, Reid MJ (2003) Treating conduct problems
and strengthening social and emotional competence in young
children: The Dina Dinosaur treatment program. J Emotional
Behav Disord. 11:130–143
Weinberger DA (1995) The construct validity of the repressive
coping style. In Singer JL (ed) Repression and dissociation:
Implications for personality theory, psychopathology, and
health, pp 337–386. University of Chicago Press, Chicago
Weinberger DA, Gomes ME (1995) Changes in daily mood and
self-restraint among undercontrolled preadolescents: A timeseries analysis of “acting out”. J Am Acad Child Adolesc
Psychiatr 34:1473–1482
Zahn-Waxler C, Cummings EM, Iannotti R (1986) Introduction:
Altruism and aggression: Problems and progress in research.
In Zahn-Waxler C, Cummings EM, Iannotti R (eds) Altruism
and aggression: Biological and social origins, pp 1–15. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA

14

McGinley & Carlo in Journal of Youth & Adolescence (2006)

Two Sides of the Same Coin? Prosocial and Physically Aggressive Behaviors

15

16

McGinley & Carlo in Journal of Youth & Adolescence (2006)

Two Sides of the Same Coin? Prosocial and Physically Aggressive Behaviors

17

